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Abstract: This paper aims to strengthen social design inquiries by introducing lenses
from performance studies, and design anthropology to acquire better understandings
of how social designers navigate performative processes of practice research. I draw
upon experiences in co-producing performative modes of inquiry as an everyday theatre. A design research project supporting citizens, public and private partners in different ways in which communities of senior citizens could be supported in organizing
and meeting up for social and outdoor exercise activities on an ad-hoc basis. I show
how knowledges is bodily co-produced and performed through multiple partners coscripting the performance of an everyday theatre, which manifests itself in a performative praxis. I offer a performative framework that enables social designers to explore
different performative modes of inquiry such as approaching worldmaking as rehearsing by trickstering, performing by wayfaring and re-enacting by bartering multiple
worldviews of an everyday theatre. Performance studies and design anthropology has
the potential to support situated experiential inquiries and portray the values for partners in practice research transitioning civic and public relations in welfare societies.
Keywords: social design; performance studies; design-anthropology; everyday theatre

1. Introduction
The field of this research project is practice-based design research (Vaughan, 2017), which is
an intersection between participatory design (Ehn 1988 and Halse et al. 2010), design anthropology (Smith et al. 2016), and social design (Kimbell 2011 and Manzini 2015), focusing
on making change happen towards collective and social ends (Armstrong et al., 2014, p. 15).
This is the foundation for the following reflections on the kinds of knowledge produced
when engaging partners such as citizens and public and private partners in co-design practice. In this paper I address the qualities of what I argue for as three performative modes of
inquiry forming the different modalities of design as everyday theatre. By viewing different
forms of design inquiries as modes of rehearsing, performing, and re-enacting an everyday
theatre, co-designers are able to navigate different modes of inquiry that combine multiple perspectives of various lifeworld’s within social design processes.
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I will first present a foundation for performative inquiries of worldmaking. Thereafter, I present the social design project (the case of this paper), followed by three empirical encounters.

2. Performative inquiries of worldmaking
I will now unfold some performative and anthropological concepts of worldmaking, that will
help designers navigate different positions of consciousness, when collectively designing for
change. The concept of worldmaking allows me to introduce a framework for co-designers
moving between multiple perspectives of the world –a sphere-view, a globe-view, and a
dome-view – that will inform a general framework of worldmaking as a performative social
praxis, similar to Schön’s (1987) reflective practicum. In this paper, I will sketch a three-dimensional spatial framework for looking closer at different design positions in a socio-spatiotemporal worldmaking landscape, similar to what Ingold (1993) terms “taskscape”.

Figure 1. Sketches that illustrate a worldmaking compass for navigating Design as Everyday Theatres
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This performative worldmaking braids together diverse strands, to support the practice research foundation within social design, when engaging in transdisciplinary constellations
with multiple stakeholders. Positioning are related to the performative awareness, of the
ability to navigate one’s consciousness between the theatrical subjunctive mode of dramatizing extra-daily actions and the indicative mode of everyday performance. One of the performance studies founders and environmental theatre director, Richard Schechner (1985),
explains this movement as a “transportations of consciousness”, describing how one’s consciousness is being moved, from everyday life into a performance world and back again. I
suggest that social designers traversing the varied landscapes of the social “co-“ (as parts of
collectives, collaboration, cooperation, co-production, co-creation, and conviviality) to be revived by performative methodologies. Below I wish to clarify a few ideas of “positions of perception” that is, how we perceive the environment around us related to practice-based design doing and making.

2.1 Multiple worldviews: World versions in-between globes and spheres
According to Nelson Goodman (1978), we cannot grasp “the world” as such, and we do not
even know whether any one world exists or several worlds: “We are not speaking in terms of
multiple possible alternatives to a single actual world but of multiple actual worlds” (p. 2).
All we can grasp is world versions as descriptions, ways, or views of how the world is. World
versions are symbolic systems; that is, they can be described and expressed by words, music,
numerals, pictures, sounds, or any kind of symbols. A world is made by making a world version. Therefore, according to Goodman (1987), the making of a world version is what must
be understood. Goodman’s concept of worldmaking is thus, multiple world versions where
“reality” is never fixed and absolute. There is no ready-made world from which facts are extracted. Goodman (1978) stresses how the ways of creating meanings, are also ways of
worldmaking, and how “Worldmaking begins with one version and ends with another” (p.
97), which is very similar to Ingold’s (2011) concept of how storied knowledge of the “wayfarer”1 leads to a meshworked way of knowing as opposed to a classificatory knowledge of
transport leading to a networked way of knowing (2011). As social designers we should remember Goodman’s notions of the making of world versions, as well as Ingold’s wayfaring as
a meshworked way of knowing, when we participate in making performative worlds of everyday theatres. We encounter many different worlds when engaging with different partners,
where multiple world versions are made up and remade and where (new) versions are again
made and re-created. Studying worldmaking as practicing situated knowledges (Haraway,
1988) is similar to how Wittgenstein’s (1986) language games influenced early participatory
design, and to the more recent attention to “designs for the pluriverse”. (Escobar, 2018).
Navigating the world making of a multiverse is essential for navigating the everyday theatres
of a performative social design process.
Wayfaring describes a way of being as continually on the move, where travelers and their lines are one and the same (Ingold, 2007, p. 76). The path of the wayfarer is where life is lived and knowledge is forged along the way. Wayfaring is the
opposite of “transport” where lines are destination-oriented from A to B.

1
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From Goodman’s worldmaking, building on a making of world versions, I will now move to
Ingold’s (2000) description of different perceptions of the environments to better understand some positions for perceiving world versions of an environment. Ingold never attempts to describe these views as separate from each other, but for my purpose, I will explain these positions as extremes – as a topology of globe-views and sphere-views – to inspire both a designerly rehearsing and trickster practice2, and a performing wayfaring practice3, and a re-enacting bartering practice4 as a map-making practice for how to (re)orient
ourselves as co-designers within the constant re-making of world versions in the making. It is
a map-making and navigational practice that engages the social aspects of performances of
skilled livelihood and dwelling practices between different positions and viewpoints.
This anthropological braid describes different “positions” or orientations of perceiving the
environment and relations within the multiple lifeworlds around us. As co-designers, we
have bodies, rehearsing, performing, and reenacting experimentally embodied practices according to the overall research program(s). However, there are also many other bodies with
other perspectives co-rehearsing, co-performing, and co-reenacting together with us. Sometimes co-designers support cooperative work practices (Ehn & Kyng 1991; Ehn & Sjögren,
1991); at other times, they act in collaborative design activities (Brandt & Messeter, 2004),
or they might engage as “collective designers (part of)” (Ehn et al., 2014). Our bodies are not
detachable from the context of our performance. As stated by Merleau-Ponty (2002), “To be
a body, is to be tied to a certain world... our body is not primarily in space: it is of it” (p. 171).
Our design “tools” are also not detachable from our bodies – they create ways of being.
Anne-Marie Willis (2006) discusses how “design designs” (p. 86), and she describes ontological designing as a double movement: we design our world and our world designs us back (p.
70).
Let us turn to a foundation of worldmaking, that will become a framework for a later description and discussion, of different design roles and positions, within the worlds of everyday theatres. Ingold’s (2000) notions of how we encounter and perceive the environment
The mode of rehearsing as trickstering, is oriented towards gathering multiple globe-view perspectives. Trickstering is
building on Conquergood’s (1995) trickstering practice that like the joker or shaman prioritize threshold-crossing, shapeshifting, and boundary violation, and values the carnivalesque over the canonical, the transformative over the normative
and the mobile over the monumental. Conquergood (1995) builds on Haraway's performative worldview of how “we must
rethink the world as witty actor and agent of transformation, a coding trickster with whom we must learn to converse.”
Trickster figures “that might turn a stacked deck into a potent set of wild cards, jokers, for refiguring possible worlds” (Haraway 1991, cited in Conquergood 1995 p. 138)
3 The mode of performing as wayfaring, is orientated towards sustaining a sphere-view perspective from Ingold’s (2007)
concept of wayfaring as a way of being; continually on the move, where the traveler and her line are one and the same. The
path of the wayfarer is where life is lived and knowledge is forged along the way. Wayfaring is the opposite of “transport”
where lines are destination-oriented from A to B. (p. 76)
4 The mode of re-enacting as bartering, is orientated to a liminal in-between globe-view and sphere-view perspective that is
inspired by Theatre director Barba’s (1986) description of “bartering” a practice of cultural exchange between different
communities. Barba describes a barter practice with an analogy of how two different tribes, each on their own side of a
river, can live for itself, but every time one of them rows over to the other shore it is to exchange something. They do not
row over to teach, to enlighten, to entertain, but rather to give and take: “the goods we barter are cultural”. The value of
the exchange is in the encounter, the relations that are produced, not the objects bartered, “It is the act of exchanging that
gives value to that which is exchanged, and not the opposite” (p. 161 & 268).
2
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from a sphere perspective or from a globe perspective (2000), have also influenced how I
perceive design – as situated within different modes of worldmaking, and my suggestion
that social designers engage in different modes of inquiries as reflexive design spaces for
Everyday Theatres. I do not separate making and reflection. I follow Schön (1987), who
points out that there are both reflection in and reflection on actions, as well as ladders of reflection where making and action are followed by reflection, and reflection again is followed
by action in a recursive manner (Schön 1987). I suggest that social designers approach constructive worldmaking as fostering different perspectives when engaging within the programmatic making of everyday theatres.

Figure 2. Two views of perceiving the environment A: as a lifeworld and B: as a globe
(Ingold, 2000, p. 209)

Ingold (2000, p. 211) distinguishes between different positions and views of the “natural environment” around us. He portrays how “the lifeworld” is imagined from an experiential centre, a spherical form (Figure 2, left), whereas a world “separated” from life that is yet complete in itself, is imagined in the form of a globe (Figure 2, right) (Ingold 2000 p. 211). I believe the dialectics between the globe perspective and the sphere perspective resemble the
programmatic approach (Brandt et al., 2011): the program directs a vision of an “abstract
but solid map” of the globe-view, that a project wants to pursue, whereas the sphere-view
parallels the embodied practices, within design experiments and the lived experience perceived from within the local lived life. Social designers need to engage partners in understanding several perspectives (and more), when engaging the multiple lifeworlds in co-design partnerships. In his descriptions of lifeworlds and the cosmology of environments, Ingold (2000) further discusses the relationship between the “global” and the “local” perspectives – how a conventional mode of “being outside the world” is seen to be both real and total, as opposed to how ‘beings-in-the-world’ are regarded as illusory and incomplete. Ingold’s terminology also describes how we acquire knowledge and generally learn as a voyage
into the unknown.
Moving to the third performative thread in this braid forming the foundation of this paper, I
will turn to Dwight Conquergood’s (2002) performative frameworks, of “braiding together
disparate and stratified ways of knowing” (p. 152). Conquergood (2002) suggests blurring
the lines between activity and analysis and viewing performance as a work of “imagination,
inquiry and intervention” – emphasising the “artistry, analysis, activism” of performance
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studies. As performative social designers, we do not focus only on creativity or critique or
citizenship, rather, we should combine and move between all three, crisscrossing the lines of
activity and analysis and moving freely between different “lenses”, of performance as an imaginative work (artistry), a method of inquiry (analysis), and an intervention tactic (activism).
Having employed these different stands and outlooks, deriving from design anthropology
and performance studies to form a methodological foundation of multiple ways of knowing,
I will move on to the present empirical foundation of this paper.

3. CASE: SeniorInteraktion
The design research project upon which I am building my reflections and analysis on, is a codesigned social design project: SeniorInteraktion (SI), a three-year funded collaboration that
took place from 2009 to 2012. In the collaboration, I was as co-designer conducting empirical studies for my practice-based PhD thesis, and I was a partner from 2009 to 2011. The
project was anchored in the Health and Care Administration (SUF) in Copenhagen Municipality, and its funding targeted the innovation of citizen-centred welfare services. Working
closely together with SUF as collaborating partners were two research institutions – the
Royal Danish Academy of Design and the IT University of Copenhagen – and nine private
companies ranging from larger businesses and NGO partners such as Falk Health Care, HTC
mobile phones, Fisketorvet,5 and Ældresagen6 to smaller mainly one-person businesses such
as AKP Design7 and Humankoncept.8
The SI project focused on well-being and improving life-quality by designing for social interaction, among senior citizens. It explored welfare technology9 and horizontal service concepts that enable citizens to become or stay more self-reliant and active; in particular, it focused on designing for maintaining or strengthening social relationships among senior citizens and preserving or restoring their sense of being noticed by others as well as noticing
others and belonging to a community. Within the field of welfare technology and senior
care, other projects have focused on how to help senior citizens remain in their own homes
and overcome challenges related to the physical aspects of being and growing older, what is
termed “aging-in-place”. However the desire and ability to stay in one’s own home, is not
only a question of having a good and well-functioning physical environment. The SI project

Fisketorvet is a large shopping mall in Copenhagen.
The DaneAge Association is a national not-for-profit, direct membership organisation promoting a society in which all can
live long and good lives without age barriers and ageism.
7 AKP Design is a design studio that designs aid products for the elder care sector, e.g. the senior walker “BagRollator”.
8 Humankoncept provides exercise coaching services for communities.
9 At the time of the project, welfare technology was defined by the Municipality of Copenhagen (2013) as “new technology
that supports citizens’ everyday lives and employees’ working life”. Within the Health and Elderly Care Department (SUF),
welfare technology is aimed at (a) elderly citizens, citizens with chronic disease, etc. as a means for them to regain and expand their living conditions; and (b) employees as a means for freeing resources and performing tasks in an easier and
smarter way (p. 7). As an example of welfare technologies, they state, “Copenhagen Municipality has tested a number of
welfare technologies to increase the freedom of the city's elderly, technologies, aids for bathing and putting on compression socks” (p. 30)
5
6
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explored the importance of an everyday life full of valuable experiences both alone and together with other people. The objective was to investigate how senior citizens’ social networks and experiences in everyday life could be supported through technology and new services. Thus, the project aimed to develop new service models and social technologies creating possibilities for experiences and increased social interaction among senior citizens, again
contributing to social well-being.

Figure 3: From traditional public services that service citizens one-to-one (left), towards horizontal
services (right) where public institutions is supporting communities of citizens.

Three examples from different modes of inquiries, from the funded project collaboration,
are provided in section 4-6 (Figure 4, left). But the later discussion also entails a current concern of social design researchers’ roles, and the many relations “when funding ends”, as navigating Participatory Design cosmologies between citizens experiencing “great moments”,
private partners fearing “jaws of death” and public partners craving for “steady benchmark”
(Foverskov et al. forthcoming). As this paper focuses on how different partners achieve
knowledges, and what kinds of knowledges is valued and embedded in a longer temporal
perspective, and because the project ended almost ten years ago – informal (not funded)
follow-up studies have been made in the period from 2013 to 2021. Also in part because of
the design researchers’ personal interests in following their past design initiatives. (Yndigegn
et al. 2021 & 2022). (Figure 4, right)
4. Present in the park...
5. A citizen appreciates...
6. A private and public partner...

Figure 4 A timeline of the initial 3-year funded SI project(left) and the self-funded follow-up interviews (right). The main empirical examples of inquiries are marked with bright red and refer
to the following three sections 4-6 of this paper.
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For my research on this project, I have made video logs, transcriptions, and interaction analysis (Jordan and Henderson 1995). In the following analysis, I make use of excerpts from this
material. I have anonymised the partners of the SI project appearing in the excerpts of this
paper:
•

A is a public partner: a health counsellor from Health Centre Vesterbro who participated in one re-enactment workshop.10

•

B is a private partner: a sports coach from HumanKoncept, an active partner
throughout the SI project who engaged in multiple meetings, workshops, and
fortnightly living lab events.11

•

C is a civic partner: a senior citizen who participated in one re-enactment workshop.

•

D is a co-designer: a design student doing her thesis work and participated in living lab events as well as a re-enactment workshop.

4. Present in the park, before the jaws of death: What kind of
knowledge is co-produced?
In this first example, of a performative mode of inquiry in the SI project, I present excerpts of
a dialogue between a private partner (B) and a co-designer (D), that took place in a public
park where a group of senior citizens were playing what they have developed, and termed
“Safari Frisbee”. The inquiry of the partners’ roles and relations in the project, occurred at a
time when senior citizens, design researchers, and private and public partners had been
meeting in the park every fortnight, over a period of six months. In this excerpt, the private
partner is reflecting on his present role and knowledges he has gotten from the project collaboration, prior to what he terms the “jaws of death”, describing when the project funding
ends.
The private partner (B) explains: “This is what my company offers: how to observe
groups, motivate in groups, and decide what frameworks to set. Defining the goal –
asking questions like, is it competitive or social?” The co-designer (D) asks: “Is this a
goal set by the municipality?” B replies: “No, it is more like something we have decided
collectively. What the municipality wants is for this to become autonomous or self-sustained, anchored and driven by the citizen, so I don’t have to be here. This is where we
look at what can motivate. There are tons of activities for these seniors, but we hope
to aim for some more casual ones. What we do is actually a little… hmm… crazy
messed up things… [B pauses]. But how to take it further and take parts of what we do
and try to sell it somewhere else. This is the business case for me, how to implement
socially anchored communities with very little public funding; how to quickly make it
anchor, and how to produce this in other contexts and to other municipalities. Here, I
believe, is a lot of commercial potential.”

10
11
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In the meantime, it has become a bit quieter around B and D, as the group has moved
on to the other end of the playground. “So, this is the thing we would like to sell: That
it comes in packets of training local facilitators, then a place where they have a shared
platform, and then develop communities from there.”, B continues. D asks, “But somebody has to communicate this common platform?” B replies and makes a gesture
pointing to the group: “Yes, of course. Also, this group has learnt to make use of the
blog...” B points in the opposite direction, “…the other place…they could become accustomed to using the calendar part of the platform. So, these are the thoughts behind
it.”
Sparked by a question from D about B’s background and professional practice, B explains about his experience: “In public projects, you often talk about the jaws of death
when the funding ends. And I am very curious, does it anchor or not? And it is like –
heyiii!” B makes a high-pitched sound while inhaling [like mimicking that he is scared].
“This will take a couple of months to see if the community will continue or not. I am
very excited about this. This is the success criterion for me.”

Here we learn how a partner in the social design project, explains his present liminal role just
before the “jaws of death”, the moment when researchers and project partners will have to
withdraw, and the senior community will have to take more responsibility for sustaining the
activities. The private partner describes how he will then have to wait for answers to inquiries about the future, such as “Does it anchor or not?”, “Is it ok if it splits?”, and “How are
new communities formed?” While talking about the future, the partner is also present, spectating the “Safari Frisbee”, and this might add a reflective layer to the dialogue, for instance
where he talks about “this group”, representing the actual project setup and relations, and
“another place” as possible future communities, that build on the practices of this community. However, “the other place” could be supported by some features he does not think the
project group has pursued sufficiently, such as a calendar function of the platform where the
communication could become more neutral according to B.
Some of the most interesting parts in the above excerpt is an experience I got from a moment where the partner tries to address, and describe, the values and qualities of the activities: “…What we do is actually a little… hmm… crazy messed up things…” and then he
pauses. This expression, “crazy messed up things” does not describe the actual activities very
well, but in the moment, these practices seem difficult to describe and put into simple
words, besides aiming “for some more casual ones” than the services offered at public
health and activity centres.
As this exploratory paper is reflects on how practice research deepens different ways of
knowing, and intervening within social worlds, the above example points to some of the
bodily or tacit knowledges that are difficult to communicate verbally. These types of situated
knowledges were also related to a concern, that the design researchers had been struggling
with, when rehearsing for co-producing tangible props, for supporting the transient score for
collective activities for different abled senior citizens. For instance, they aspired to co-score
and co-script a balance between “too wild, where somebody could risk spraining an ankle or
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break a hip” and “the flow, where they thought it was fun too” (here described by the private partner B’s vocabulary). I, as one of the co-design researchers, had also struggled to
align the temporal staging of activities – striving to set up the performance at the right temporal “now”, where the community could and would “anchor”, before the project reached
the “jaws of death,” where some senior citizens would act as local ambassadors and be
ready to support “self-sustained activities with a life of its own”. However, from the reflective dialogue between D and B, I recognise how difficult it is to describe one’s situated
knowledge, the tacit knowledge belonging to a professional practice. I also recognise these
trickstering medial struggles of how to adapt to such knowledges according to the relational
meshwork of public, private, and civic partners.

5: A citizen appreciates, that great moments are collected: How
does co-produced knowledge travel?
In the second example of an inquiry, I present an excerpt of my documentation of a videorecorded encounter at a co-design workshop. The excerpt contains a dialogue between a
senior citizen (C) and a co-designer that took place in the aftermath of a co-design workshop
informally termed as “the re-enactment workshop”, which focused on reenacting practices
performed in the park; the dialogue itself occurred in an indoor workshop setting that was
conducted to round off the living lab activities and reflect on possible continuations.
I press play again, and the sound of a mature woman’s voice repeats a snippet of a dialogue in my headphones: “It is nice to see people’s activities, and when I say ‘activity’, I
mean that somebody collects the great moments and says, ‘see this is how it can also
be done’. That is what I mean by the great moments. That somebody collects the great
moments. Yes, it becomes something else when… yes, when it gets immortalised. And
that is what I mean by the great moments. That somebody collects the great moments.” She slowly pronounces “thee greeeaat moomeeents”. On the screen in front
of me is a shaky bouncing video footage of a close-up showing a woman’s mature hand
flipping through the pages in a booklet, pointing and gesturing at pictures. I pause the
video and scroll with the cursor through the stills showing the overview thumbnails of
stills from the video, showing the hand gesturing, flipping, and pointing; it seems as if
she is pointing randomly.

Figure 5: Stills from the video where a citizen gestures and expresses how she appreciates that great
moments are collected.
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6. A private and public partner discuss: What is the value of this?
How do we measure and evaluate?
In the third example of an inquiry, I present excepts from an interview between a public
partner (A) and a private partner (B) conducted by a co-design researcher (Binder, in Brandt
et al., 2012 pp. 142–144).
Ten months after a reenactment workshop, a civil servant (A) from the Centre for Health and
the private partner (B) from HumanKoncept reflect on their learnings and engagement with
communities of senior citizens. They agree that there are different expectations, aims and
relations between the citizens and service providers, depending on the different types of
communities. According to A, this depends on an agreement between doctors and citizens,
such as “exercise on prescription”12 aimed at “more exercise and healthier eating”. A
acknowledges that the Centre for Health also needs to reach “the human aspects”, so that
the four-months intervention is not only a bracket in a long life, but represents a seed for
more lasting change. He mentions the problem of placing the human and social aspects at
the centre, as being a major challenge within municipal services. A articulates this as an “empowerment mindset” (exemplifying how this is not the purpose of sports associations). B describes what has been accomplished with Living Lab Valbyparken as “entrenched communities” around exercise, where it is not about the specific activity, (like in sports associations or
gyms), but about social communities. The focus is on listening to what the senior citizens
wants to do as an individual community and preparing them to sustain activities on their
own. “It's not so much what we're doing. It is that we meet – and that we meet together.
The important thing is the energy when we are together” (Brandt et al. 2012 p. 143). Here
the private partner is referring to his knowledge of participating in and facilitating activities
for the community. However, the knowledge B has gained, such as the importance of “meeting together” and “the energy when we are together”, is difficult to convey in words to the
public partner A, who has not taken part in the community building in the park.

6.1 How to measure and benchmark the knowledge of a social design project?
In the following example, the two partners are discussing issues of how to evaluate and
benchmark the social design project and how these experiences need to feed into the existing knowledge regimes of the public sector. Their dialogue reveals a tension of values regarding how to measure and set the benchmarks, for instance, deciding whether to measure
the quantity of healthy senior citizens or the quality of happier citizens, making a lasting
change.
Referring to a general relationship between municipal offers and senior citizen, B mentions
that he believes the citizens will meet on a more individual basis than before: “I think the
municipal offers are going to change to become more dialogue oriented. The citizens will request that their needs be met, and they will ask how the Municipality can meet precisely
those needs. Then it does not work if the Municipality says, we have this package and that is
12

Motion på recept, is a four-month service offer at the Centre for Health, prescribed by the doctor.

11

Maria Foverskov

the only package we are offering” (Brandt et al., 2012, p. 143). A explains that the municipality is already working with aspects of what he terms as “recognition and motivation”, but he
mentions the challenge of treating citizens individually when they also need “steady benchmarks”. He explains that the municipality needs to know how many more healthy citizens
will participate in a project if they are going to employ someone like B to facilitate communities. In response to this, the private partner B questions what the right parameters are for
measuring: “What do we want to transition citizens towards? Becoming healthier citizens
managing their own lives or happier citizens, making a lasting change?” (p. 144).
According to A, if the Centre for Health is going to be able to engage in and scale experiences
from this living lab, they need to show that communities like these can generate social and
physical health and interpersonal relationships; further, they need to show that they can get
the municipality to decide what all this is worth. Many municipalities address prevention.
They are so hopeful about reaping the benefits of prevention that all they care about is getting some people to change their lifestyle, without actually listening to “these citizens” or
even helping them to get into the driver’s seat when it comes to their own lives. B states
that he has a product that is tested and proven to work well. Through the living lab and the
re-enactment workshop, both the private partner and the municipal partner became aware
of how they had been part of a community with relations that seemed different from other
communities serviced by municipal offers or sports associations. A mentions that he initially
did not know about the SeniorInteraktion project behind the living lab and saw himself more
as a “user” of the service. Nevertheless, both have had a chance to enter a liminoid theatrical space where they have been able to rehearse, perform, re-enact, and reflect on transitioned roles and professional relations within different types of public service offers and active communities of senior citizens.

7 Discussion
As this exploratory paper is reflects on how practice research enriches performative and
bodily ways of knowing, understanding, and intervening within social worlds, I wish to discuss how the three proposed modes of inquiry reveals some different situated knowledges
related to social design.
In the first example of worldmaking through the performative mode of inquiry, that I term
rehearsing, I describe an encounter where the private partner is becoming present in the
park. The co-designers (both B and D) are rehearsing by trickstering from globe-view perspectives of a fractiverse. That is, socially, they are sharing a subjunctive globe-view, by imagining “the other place” as opposed to this community, and they are imagining temporal
futures by the consequences of the “jaws of death” looming in the near future. They are being gathered from two individuals “I’s” and becoming a “we” through the time and space
they share among themselves (and through relating to others from the situated worldmaking position of witnessing Safari Frisbee).
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By approaching worldmaking as trickstering from globe-view perspectives, this mode of performative inquiring is able to invite partners to gather a fractiverse of subjunctive globeviews, as relating experiences and knowledges from this present indicative community (e.g.
“this group has learnt to make use of the blog...”) to the subjunctive imaginaries of the other
possible communities and worlds (e.g. “the other place…they could become accustomed to
using the calendar part of the platform”). Such fragments of strips of both indicative and
subjunctive behaviours, are able to become scores for restored behaviour in later performances.
REHEARSING POSSIBLES
... re-framing social drama

GATHERING

DISPERSING

SPATIAL
Subjunctive globe

TEMPORAL
PERFORMING

SOCIAL
Gather; ex-habiting a fractiverse

Figure 6. Rehearsing

In the second example with the civic partner (C) who appreciates that great moments are
being collected; questioning how co-produced knowledge travel, the co-designers (both B
and D) are performing very close to the centre of the worldmaking compass. I, as the audience witnessing the performance, am dragged into a specific socio-spatial-temporal framing
of the citizen’s gestural appreciation of the collection of great moments. I am performing as
wayfaring from within the sphere-view in the present. I am sustaining my participation as
inhabitant of a one-world world becoming an “us”.
PERFORMING PRESENT
enchanting extra-daily theatre

SPATIAL

DISPERSING

GATHERING

Indicative sphere

TEMPORAL
PERFORMING

SOCIAL
Sustain; in-habiting a one world

Figure 7. Performing

The last example where the dialogue between the public partner (A) and private partner (B)
is facilitated by a co-design researcher (D), discussing how to benchmark and value the organisational efficiency and cultural and social efficacy of such interventions – the partners
are inquiring within a liminal mode; that is, they are reenacting by approaching worldmaking
as bartering. They are dispersing by “breaking and remaking” from the “us” that the community formed in the park to several constellations of us/them.
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REENACTING PASTS
Reollecting moments of compeltion

SPATIAL

DISPERSING

GATHERING

Subjunctive as well
as indicative dome

TEMPORAL
PERFORMING

SOCIAL
Disperse; habiting a multiverse

Figure 8. Reenacting

7.1 What happened after?
As the above discussed performative modes are mainly related to some of the knowledge
claims directed at the co-design audience within social design, I will also briefly trace what
happened as part of re-producing knowledge for other partners of the SI project. At the
completion of the SI project, an anthology book SeniorInteraktion: Innovation gennem dialog
(Brandt et al., 2012) was collectively written and edited by the project leader from the Municipality of Copenhagen and co-design researchers. The anthology presents learnings and
knowledges from the project collaborations targeted both towards municipal and public
stakeholders as well as co-designers interested in co-production of welfare services for senior citizens (Figure 9, top-right). It was written in danish to reach the audience of public servants. Co-design researchers published papers and PhD dissertations targeting their research
audience, as with the example of the performative modes described above. Furthermore,
new iterations deriving from the collaborative projects are being developed and practiced.
The senior citizens from the initial community have been meeting regularly for the last 10
years, and while a few have passed away, some have also entered. The private partner iterated and scaled the practices in collaboration with the Municipality of Copenhagen to include five other communities and sites. These projects resulted in a website and service that
is no longer connected to the Municipality of Copenhagen; instead, the private partner has
implemented the initiative at the Municipality of Frederiksberg. In a recent follow up study
(Yndigegn et al 2021) the design researchers from the initial SI project conducted interviews
with the main partners. We believed that learnings and knowledges about the social design
project were mainly anchored with the people involved in the initial work, so when they left
the organisation, the hand-over was further challenged. In an interview with the Head of
Welfare Innovation at the Health and Care Administration (2021), she highlights the importance of ensuring that the “institutional memory” is built up and sustained. However,
when asked of her knowledge of the projects and decisions that followed after the completion of SI, she stated that she has no knowledge of this as she had entered the organisation
after that point, which also applied to the peers she had asked. The Department of Welfare
Innovation has now added procedures to ensure that things are not lost when passionate
employees find a new job. Locating traces from the projects that had been developed the
last five to ten years had not been easy for either the Head of Welfare Innovation or for us
as design researchers. Blogs and websites had been shut down. Films documenting the project had been moved from the research institutions’ websites. Hard drives with data had
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been lost when researchers had gotten new jobs. Finding the best way to document and
pass on this kind of experience and knowledge is not easy.

7.2 Looking back…
In a prior project called DAIM, we as design researchers have published the book Rehearsing
the Future (Halse et al., 2010) and developed a box of resources with inspirational tools and
material (Figure 9 top left and middle) for continual learning processes to take place alongside with an educational program for the employees at the organization. This seems to anchor some of the knowledges, and learnings within the institution . For instance, Figure 9 top
right, shows DAIM’s project leader from Vestforbrænding, Dan Boding-Jensen, who developed both this way of working and actual materials. Inspired by one of the ways of communicating the insights from the DAIM project through the booklet “Seven sharp issues of
waste”, Boding-Jensen co-developed “Ten sharp about meeting” (Væksthus Hovestandsregionen, 2015) with his new organisation – turning knowledge and insights of how municipalities and private companies collaborate into a handbook for both private and public partners.
This approach of seeding with open evocative materials is something to be developed in future projects.

DAIM (funded project: 2008-2009)

SeniorInteraktion (funded project: 2009-2012)

2015

2016

Figure 9. Traces from the prior project collaborations. Top-left: the DAIM book Rehearsing the Future,
and design materials for supporting continues learning and working. Top-right: Prior DAIM
partners Dan Boding-Jensen and Joachim Halse in 2015. Dan presents the double booklet
“Ten sharp about meeting; A handbook about how municipalities collaborate with companies” and vice versa. Below-left and middle: the SI book SeniorInteraktion: Innovation gennem Dialog. Below-right: A flyer presenting the service offer “Together about Exercise” at
the Health Centre Frederiksberg in 2016 as one of the outsprings of the SI project.
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8. Conclusions
With this paper I have argued how a focus on performative modes of inquiry as everyday
theatre, could further strengthen interdisciplinary dialogues between Social Design, Performance Studies and Design Anthropology in better understanding how social designers navigate performative processes of practice research.
In this paper, I have argued how a focus on performative modes of inquiry as everyday theatre could further strengthen interdisciplinary dialogues between social design, performance
studies, and design anthropology in better understanding how social designers navigate performative processes of practice research.
I have exemplified different performative modes of inquiry from a social design research
project that I and several co-design researchers have been part of co-producing with senior
citizens and public and private partners. By rehearsing, performing, and reenacting, we have
been able to find ways to support communities of senior citizens in organising and meeting
up for social and outdoor exercise activities on an ad-hoc basis.
From this study, I have offered three empirical encounters as examples of a performative
framework to enable social designers to explore different processual performative modes of
inquiry such as approaching worldmaking by trickstering, wayfaring, and bartering multiple
world perspectives of an everyday theatre. Further, I have argued for different positions of
social designers as part(s) of gathering, sustaining, and dispersing situated knowledges from
somewhere.
This contribution has displayed how knowledge is bodily co-produced and performed in relational meshworks through multiple partners who have co-scored and co-scripted the performance of an everyday theatre, manifested in a performative praxis.
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